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censure from the friends of Swift who were still alive. But,
whatever may have been Orrery's private opinion of Swift,
that should not invalidate any information as to fact of
which he had the knowledge to speak. Writing in that
book of the History, he says: " Dr. Swift left behind him
few manuscripts. Not one of any consequence, except an
account of the peace of Utrecht, which he called c An
History of the four last Years of Queen Anne.' The title
of an history is too pompous for such a performance. In
the historical style, it wants dignity and candour: but as a
pamphlet it will appear the best defence of Lord Oxford's
administration, and the clearest account of the Treaty of
Utrecht, that has hitherto been written."l

The most ardent and devoted of Swift's admirers could
hardly find a juster criticism of the work. It should satisfy
any unprejudiced reader of the printed History as we
now have it, and to that extent emphasize the authenticity.

An interesting sidelight on Swift's History is thrown by
Chesterfield in a letter he wrote to Dr. Chenevix, Bishop of
Waterford, on May 23rd, 1758. We must believe that the
noble lord wrote in good faith and certainly in the full belief
that the work he was criticising was the work of Swift.
Chesterfield's criticism points directly to Swift as the author,
since his justification for Bolingbroke's story is to be found
in the work as Lucas printed it in 1758. Speaking of the
History, Chesterfield calls it "a party pamphlet, founded
on the lie of the day, which, as lord Bolingbroke who had
read it often assured me, was coined and delivered out to
him, to write Examiners, and other political papers upon.
That spirit remarkably runs through it. Macarteney, for
instance, murdered duke Hamilton \2 nothing is falser, for
though Macarteney was very capable of the vilest actions,
he was guiltless of that, as I myself can testify, who was at

1  Second edition, pp. 206-207.

2  See page 178 of this volume.